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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

H&A of New York performed an environmental investigation of
Plant 2 of the Roth Bros. Smelting corporation site in East
Syracuse, New York. Roth Bros. Smelting Corporation is a
secondary lead smelter which smelts and refines lead from
metallic scrap, drosses and production by-products. Plant 2 has
operated since the 1950'S. The intent of the investigation was
to evaluate several site areas for the potential presence of
hazardous materials.

Based on site information available and a walkover at the outset
of this project, the investigation ~as performed to address the

/ following areas of concern: (1) an area which received fill of
an unknown nature over the time period from 1976 to 1979i (2) a
truck maintenance area; (3) SPDES Outfalls 001 and 002 ditches;
(4) a former transformer location; and (5) the southwest corner
of Plant 2. Background/native soils were also collected. In
order to evaluate these areas and based on available
information l H&A developed a site-specific investigation program
consisting of a site walkover, review of readily-available
information regarding site use, history and local geologic
setting, a limited subsurface exploration and sampling program
and laboratory analyses.

In summaryr 34 samples were collected and analyzed for total
metals associated with the smelting process (lead, chromium and
cadmium)/ TCLP metals (lead r chromium and cadmium) I oil and
grease (by EPA Method 9070) which is regulated under SPDES
discharge limits, and PCBs (by EPA Method 8080) Which may be
associated with some of the compounds which are smelted. The
oil and grease analyses indicated concentrations above
background/native soils were found in several areas; however,
the highest concentrations and those with visibly stained soils
were observed at the truck maintenance area and the former
transformer location. These areas had low or non-detectable PCB
concentrations. It is concluded, therefore, that the oil and
grease values are likely related to non-PCB oil spillage in
these areas. The stained soils would be considered a solid
non-hazardous waste under current NYSDEC regulation, provided
they are not ignitable. They could be disposed at a
NYSDEC-permitted sanitary landfill provided they are accepted by
the landfill. There was sufficient staining in this area that,
in H&Ats opinion, free oil product may be present in the truck
maintenance areals SUbsurface and on groundwater. This initial
phase of the investigation was not intended to address this
issue.

Total lead and total cadmium concentrations were detected in
soils. The high concentrations of total lead and cadmium
associated with the fill soils may be attributable to several

\... _... factors including:
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o coal-type cinders found in several samples recovered from
test pits.

o presence of unrecognizable (even under low magnification)
particles of dust containing lead and cadmium compounds
from individual emissions and automobiles in the area, or
mixed with fill soils or sediment.

TOXicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analyses of
the samples collected showed the majority of samples to be
non-hazardous for these compounds by the TCLP characteristic.
Selected samples from an approxi~ately 250 x 150+ ft. area in
the fill northeast of Plant 2 had TCLP concentrations higher
than the USEPA threshold of 5 ppm, and would therefore be

! considered as characteristically hazardous. samples from
outfall 001 and the baghouse areas also had TCLP lead results
which exceeded 5 ppm. A review of the total lead concentrations
and TCLP results indicate that it is the chemical form (type of
speciation) of lead in the sa~ples that is controlling lead
leachability, and not the total concentration.

Results of PCB analyses showed the majority of samples to have
PCB concentrations less than the 25 ppm soil clean-up threshold
for industrial areas established by USEPA. One location from
the fill area had a PCB concentration above the 25 ppm
threshold. This sample location also had elevated lead TCLP
results"

Historical information on plant operations indicated baghouse
dust from the lead smelter ~ay have been placed with other fill
in the fill area. Comparison of the elevated lead TCLP/PCB
samples to other site samples showed no marked visible
differences, even under low magnification. Further, during test
pit explorations and sampling, no readily-recognizable layers,
seams or accumulation of smelter baghotlse dust were observed.
Therefore, no waste, readily classified as K069 (baghollse dust
from secondary smelter activities), was visibly apparent in the
explorations conducted. The selected samples from the fill
area, baghouse area and Outfall DOl do however indicate that
some of the areas explored contain TCLP characteristics and PCB
hazardous material. Review of lead chemical properties indicate
that industrially produced lead tends to have considerably
higher solubility than naturally occurring lead, or lead that
has been reciprocated to a more stable (carbonate, hydro~ide or
other) form. Therefore, it is likely that the areas of high
TCLP lead also contain industrially derived lead, still in
relatively soluble form. Lastly, review of aerial photos,
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.conducted after test pits had been completed to get more
information on the nature of the fill indicated that additional
fill may extend beneath the currently paved area north of Plant
2.

In order to evaluate the TCLP lead and PCB occurrences on the
plant 2 property it will be necessary to determine the chemical
form of lead that is controlling leachability and the areal
extent of such material. An investigation of the areal extent
of the material would be necessary to determine the extent of
TCLP lead and PCB materials. Further, it is currently unknown
if the lead is sufficiently leachable to be migrating into and
affecting site groundwater. Therefore, groundwater sampling and
analyses would be necessary.

To evaluate these matters, the following recommendations are
made and apply to the Plant 2 fill area and the baghousejdross
area, except Where indicated otherwise:

o The program of grid sampling in the fill should be extended
south to the currently paved area up to the Plant 2
building. Test borings would be required rather than test
pits to limit pavement disturbance.

o Samples of fill and/or soil would be selected as
previously, based on a random number generation for sample
selection from the grid pattern. A limited number of
additional samples would be selected from already explored
areas to allow comparison of sample matrix. Commercial lab
analyses could likely be limited to lead (total and TCLP)
analysis and PCB analysis. It will also be necessary to
review chemical content and form of lead in the baghouse
dust with Roth Bros. so as to allow development of a
procedure to distinguish industrially-derived lead from
stable natural or reciprocated lead.

o Three to four of the borings should be converted to
groundwater monitoring wells to evaluate pos~ible effects
on site ground~ater in each of the two areas (fill area and
baghouse/dross area)'. Sample analyses should concentrate
on lead (total and soluble), related naturally occurring
metals, and PCBs. .

o Two to three borings should be placed in the maintenance
shop/underground gas tank area to further evaluate
subsurface distribution of the oil-stained soils. If
staining progresses to depths greater than 8 to 10+ ft.
then selected borings should be conyerted to groundwater
monitoring wells to evaluate free product presence and
thickness. Lab analyses of samples would be limited to
petroleum hydrocarbons and its volatile constituents.
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The basis of our conclusions and recommendations, and a more
detailed description of the investigation performed is contained
in the text of this report.
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I. INTRODUCTION

H&A of New York (H&A) has performed an environmental
investigation on the Roth Bros. Plant 2 property in East
Syracuse, New York, so as to assist Nixon, Hargrave, Devans &
Doyle (NHDD) and Roth Bros. Smelting Corporation in identifying
and evaluating areas of oil and hazardous ~aterial occurrence on
the property.

Roth Bros. Smelting Corporation (Roth Bros.) operates two plants
(Plant 1 and Plant 2) which are adjacent to one another. This
investigation addresses operations conducted on Plant 2
property. Based on H&A1s review of site operations and

f information provided in the RFP 1 it was determined that a
limited program of subsurface explorations and environmental
sampling ~as necessary to screen several site areas for
potential hazardous materials that may be associated with plant
operations.

Our investigation consisted of a site walkover; review of
readily-available information concerning surface topography and
water conditions and SUbsurface soil/ bedrock and groundwater
conditions; review of readily-available aerial photography for
the site and the New York state Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste
Sites; a limited subsurface investigation consisting of test pit
explorations and limited sampling and laboratory analysis of
soil and stream sediments.

-1-
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II. SITE LOCATION AND CURRE~T CONDITIONS

2-01. SITE LOCATION

The site is located at 6223 Thompson Road in East Syracuse, New
York (See Project Locus, Figure 1). Roth Bros. Plant 2 is
bounded by industrial property on the north: a construction
equipment rental company, Oberdorfer Foundries, Inc. and plant 1
of Roth Bros. on the east; railroad tracks on the south; and an
industrial park on the west.

Plant 2 property is generally rectangular in shape. Roth Bros.
also own a strip of land associated with a right~of-way off

I Thompson Road. This section of the property is located at the
northeast edge of Plant 2, and is bounded by a construction
equipment rental company to the north, Oberdorfer Foundries to
the south and an access road to the east.

2-02. SITE OPERATIONS

The Roth Bros. Smelting Corp. ~as established in 1927. Their
operations began at the Thompson Road site in the early 1950's
(1,2*). Plant 2 was added in the mid-1950·s. currently, Roth
Bros. occupies a 32-acre property and Plants 1 and 2 occupy over
200,000 sq. ft. of building space. The facility manufactures
aluminum and lead ingots, billets and solder.

Roth Bros. reclaims non-ferrous metals and alloys through
secondary smelting and refining of purchased scrapl drosses and
production by-products (generally from drosses reclaimed in
on-site solder operations) (3). Plant 1 is primarily used for
smelting operations for aluminum. Historically, zinc alloying
operations took place in Plant 1 1 howeve~ Roth Bros. is not
currently involved with zinc alloying. Plant 2 is primarily
used for the lead smelting operations.

Scrap pieces of metals are processed such that ~aterials are
separated from the valuable metal components through a series of
physical and chemical reactions using refractory-lined
furnaces. The end products are lead and aluminum with
controlled amounts of impurities.

*Number refer to "References" listed at the end of this report.

-2-
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2-03. CURRENT CONDITIONS

A review of current site conditions was performed with Roth
Bros. and NHDD personnel. A site walkover was conducted on 20
August 1990 by H&A of New York.

Observations of site activities at the Plant 2 property
documented from this review and walkover are shown on Figure 2
(site Plan) and described below:

o Plant 2 buildings are located on the southern half of the
Plant 2 property. The majority of the ground surface in
the vicinity of the Plant 2 buildings is paved. Oily
staining was observed at the ground surface in the vicinity
of the maintenance area on the east side of Plant 2.

o There is an oil/water separator located near the southwest
end of Plant 2. The separator collects runoff and drainage
from selected Plant 2 areas, settles solids and separates
oils before conveyance to a SPDES outfall (designated 001)
located along the western Plant 2 property boundary.

o The northern half of the property is unpaved and part of it
has been used as a fill area; the remainder is wooded.
Figure 2 shows the approximate boundary where the fill has
been placed. The fill is generally graded, however,
several piles of ungraded fill were observed in the
northwest end of the fill area and appeared to contain
primarily construction and demolition debris (sand, gravel,
concrete, blacktop).

Work, storage, parking and other designated Plant 2 function
areas are shown on Figure 2.

-3-
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III. SITE HISTORY AND PREVIOUS USAGE

3-01. HISTORICAL SITE USAGE

H&A of New York reviewed aerial photographs covering the site
and vicinity. Photographic documentation is available through
the u.s. Agricultural stabilization and Conservation Service
(4), U.S. Soil Conservation Service (5), the Onondaga County
Department of Planning (6) and the Onondaga County Department of
Transportation (7). In addition, Roth Bros. maintains limited
photographic record of the site (2). observations made
regarding site development are described below.

1952:

1957:

1959:

Plant 1 is present, although it is smaller than at
the present. The eastern portion of Plant 1 appears
to be brushy and wooded. The area where Plant 2 is
presently located appeared to be an undeveloped
parcel (field) (2).

Plant 1 is expanded in size. Some surface debris is
noted along the southern boundary of Plant 1 (2).
Plant 2 has been built. The ground surface around
the plant is unpaved at the time of the photo (2).

Observations of Plant 2 operations in 1959 indicate
the plant buildings were not as extensive as they
are at the present. Parking appears to be generally
along the southern end of the property. Two dark
areas appear just south of buildings and may
represent, low wet areas (7).

A drainage ditch crosses the property in an
east-west direction near the center of the Plant 2
parcel. It appears to connect with a ditch on the
east edge of the Plant 2 property.

The northern half of the Plant 2 property is
undeveloped and appears to be a field. The
northern-most section is lightly wooded and brushy.

1966: As in the 1959 photos, operations at Plant 2 are
limited to the southern half of the site. A dark
(possibly wet) area is again noted northeast of the
Plant 2 building. The area from the Plant 2
bUilding extending several hundred feet north is
occupied by plant yard, apparently used for storage
and handling of plant materials. Property north of
the plant yard is undeveloped and appears to have
grass and shrUb cover. The drainage ditch is
observed to cross the site in an east/west
direction.

6Q~ -4-
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1978:

------

Off~siteJ to the ·west and north of Plant 2, two
areas appear disturbed, possibly from construction
activities for the neighboring industrial park.

Plant 2 operations appear to have expanded in a
northerly direction when compared to the 1966
photo. The ground surface appeaTs to be disturbed
from the buildings to the ditch which crosses the
site in an east-west direction. A portion of the
disturbance appears to be associated with fill
activities. The northern third of the Plant 2
property appears brushy/wooded and undeveloped.

A small building, observed east of the Plant 2 main
building, is likely the current trailer repair
shed/rab~icating shop.

The parking area south of Plant 2 buildings appea~s

to be approximately two times as large as it ~as in
the 1966 photograph.

".

'--..

1981: Plant 2 operations appear similar to those observed
in the 1978 photo.

1985: Plant 2 operations appear similar to those observed
in the 1981 and 1978 photos.

3~02. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATION

A limited amount of data was made available for H&A's use in
evaluating the Plant 2 site. six locations were sampled on
plant 2 property as follows:

o Aluminum Storage Area; Two sample locations (J8265, J8266)
were sampled in the aluminum scrap storage area at the
northwest corner of the Plant 2 main building. Analyses
were conducted for semi-volatiles, total metals and TCLP
metals.

Semi-volatiles detected include:

Benzo(a)Anthracene at 400 and 520 ppm (estimated
concentration).

Bis(2-Ethylhexyl Phthalate) at 12,000 and 25 j OOO ppm.

Benzo(a)pyrene at 740 ppm (estimated concentration in
one sample).
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The semi-volatiles listed above are products of combustion
of fuels. Benzo(a) pyrene is also a potential roadbed and
asphalt leachate.

Total metals analyzed had detectable concentrations of
lead, mercury and cadmium. However, metals analyzed by
TCLP were not detected above EPA regulato~y levels in roost
samples and therefore would not be considered hazardous by
this characterization. Some samples did not contain lead
above TCLP limits. Results are summarized below.

o Open Field to North: Two locations were sampled (J8267,
J8268) north of Plant 2 buildings in an open area. Samples
were analyzed for total metals and TCLP metals. Metals
analyzed by TCLP were not detected above EPA regulatory
action levels; therefore these soils are not considered
hazardous by this characteristic.

a Drainage Ditch Wes~: Two samples (J8269, J8270) collected
from the drainage ditch along the west side of Plant 2 near
Outfall 001 were analyzed for metals (total and TCLP), oil
and grease, and PCBs.

Of the metals detected, lead was detected at 7.2 ppm by
TCLP, above the USEPA regulatory level of 5.0 ppm.

oil and grease was not detected above the laboratory
detection limits in a water sample collected at the
outfall.

PCBs (polychlorinated byphenols) detected include Aroclor
1016/1242 (6.9 ppm) and Aroolar 1254 (1.6 ppm).

o Lead Dross Storage Area: Metals (total and TCLP) were
analyzed in a soil sample (J8271) collected outside the
lead dross storage shed on the west side of plant 2. Lead
by TCLP was detected at 12 ppm, above the TCLP regulatory
level of 5 ppm.

o Drainage Ditch East: Three samples (J8272, J8273, J8274)
from the drainage ditch near outfall 002 on the east side
of Plant 2 were analyzed for semi-volatiles, metals (total
and ~CLP), PCBs and oil and grease.

The semi-volatiles detected included benzo{a)anthracene
(17,000 ppm estimated concentration) and bis 2-Ethylhexyl
phthalate.

Metals were not above USEPA regulatory levels when analyzed
by TCLP for metals.
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oil and grease was detected at 100,000 ppm. PCBs (Aroclor
1016/1242) were detected at 4.0.ppm.

3~03. POTENTIAL SOURCES OF OIL AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Potential on-site sources of oil and hazardous materials are
identified and described below.

Fill Area: On the northern portion of Plant 2, an extensive
area (approximately 7 acres) of fill is present north of the
paved area. It has been reported that baghouse dusts generated
from on-site smelting operations were disposed with fill from
1976 to 1979. Other materials reportedly used for fill in this
vicinity include construction and demolition debris associated

: with on-site activities (i.e. concrete, blacktop). It was also
reported that materials associated with expansion of the
adjacent industrial park were brought on-site for use as fill
(9) •

Lead Smelt Baghollses: Lead dusts generated from Plant 2
operations are collected in three baghouses located along the
southwest property line (Figure 2). The waste is boxed at the
baghouses and then stored as a hazardous waste. Roth Bros.
maintains a Part 373 Permit to store hazardous materials. The
waste was reportedly exported to England, where it was recycled
for its tin content (1).

Truck Maintenance Areas: The maintenance shop is located at the
southeast end of the main Plant 2 building (Figure 2). This
area is used primarily for the maintenance of forklifts and
other plant operating equipment. Roth Bros. operates a trailer
maintenance shop and a fabricating shop along the east edge of
Plant 2, adjacent to the railroad tracks.

Underground Tanks: Three underground storage tanks are
reportedly located in the maintenance facility areas outside
Plant 2 (Figure 2). They are as follows:

o 2,000 gallon - unleaded gasoline
o 1,000 gallon - regular gasoline
o 2,000 gallon - diesel fuel

These tanks are registered with New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and leak tested annually
(12) •

Substation: Roth Bros. recently installed their own power
SUbstation at the southeast end of Plant 2. The substation is
located immediately north of an older substation, which was
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dismantled in 1990. The new substation reportedly does not have
pCB-containing oils; however, there -may have been pCB-containing
oils associated with the former substation. The switch gear at
the former substation was reported to have leaked in the past
(1). H&A observed stained concrete on the old transformer pad.

Plant 2 - Southwest Corner: An area in the southwest corner of
plant 2 was reported to have had oil seeps close to the grqund
surface in the past (9). Apparently, the seeps were associated
with water entering the south bank of a tormer open ditch. oil
seeps have not been observed at the ground surface since the
ditch was converted to an underground drainage pipe (9).

outfall OO~: Outfall 001 is located along the west edge of the
Plant 2 property (see Figure 2) and is part of the SPDES outfall
system. Outfall 001 collects discharges primarily from the
western and southern portion of Plant 2. There is an open ditch
north of the outfall, as shown on Figure 2. The ditch appears
to pond up at the northwest end of the property; a clear outlet
from the ponded area is currently not discernible. As shown in
the aerial photographs, the east-west ditch covered by the fill
area may have historically been the outlet for the 001 outfall
drainage.

outfall 002: SPDES Outfall 002 is located along the east side
of Plant 2, near the split for the railroad spur that leads to
plant 2. Outfall 002 receives runoff from the majority of Plant
2 1 including the parking area at the south end of the site. It
also receives discharges collected from the western portion of
Plant 1.

Off-site, potential sources of oil and hazardous materials were
observed as follows:

o Oberdorfer Foundry is located on Thompson Road adjacent to
Plant 2 on the east. Oberdorfer manufactures aluminum
castings and centrifugal pumps. The foundry is listed on
the NYSDEC Registry of Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites.
Reportedly I the foundry disposed of spent core sand,
refractory linings, air control equipment and air control
equipment dust (8). These sands are located east of Plant
2, approximately 150 to 200 ft. from the Plant 2 property
line, across the railroad tracks. The DEC'S investigation
conducted in 1979 indicated there were no phenols in excess
of applicable water quality standards for surface water
samples obtained. Further NYSDEC investigations regarding
groundwater or other sampling were not evaluated for the
current investigation (8) •
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o west and north of Plant 2 property, there is an industrial
park with businesses including a pattern maker, Ashland
Chemicals, Georgia Pacific, Metal Specialty Corporation and
Union Carbide-Linde Division (gas products) 1 as well as
other businesses.
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IV. SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATIONS

Based on H&Ats review of past site usage and on information
provided by Roth Bros. and NHDD, a limited site exploration and
sampling program was conducted to further evaluate the potential
presence of oil and haza~dous materials at the site locations
described above~ site geologic conditions, investigations an~

environmental sampling are discussed in more detail below.

4-01. REGIONAL GEOLOGIC CONOITIONS

Bedrock which reportedly underlies the site is mapped as the
Vernon Formation, composed of shale and dolostone of the Upper
silurian (10).

Unconsolidated deposits Which are mapped in the site vicinity
include lacustrine silt and clay. These lacustrine deposits are
typically composed of laminated clay and silt size particles
deposited in proglacial lakes (11).

Surface water drains from the site toward the northeast to the
south Branch of Ley Creek. The South Branch discharges into Ley
Creek} approximately 6500 ft. northwest of the site.
Groundwater was encountered at relatively shallow depths below
ground surface in site overburden in the test pits performed.
Based on these observations and prevailing surface water flow
directions, it is likely that shallow groundwater also flows
northeasterly. Groundwater monitoring wells would be required
to confirm this.

4-02. SITE SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

Subsurface eA~lorations for the purpose of SUbsurface
characterization of the site and obtaining samples for
laboratory analyses consisted of test pits, surface soil
sampling and stream sediment sampling. Test pit excavation was
performed by Parratt Wolff, Inc. of Syracuse, New York ·on 22, 23
and 24 August 1990 under the observation of H&A of New York
personnel. The equipment used for excavation was a John Deere
410-D ~ubber-tired backhoe. All test pits were backfilled with
the excavated materials and compacted upon completion of logging
of the soil strata and soil sampling. Exploration locations are
shown on Figure 3 1 a summary of the test pit data is presented
in Table I, and a summary of surface and stream sediment
sampling is presented in Table II. Test pit logs are contained
in Appendix A.

Brief discussions of the sUbsurface explorations conducted/
conditions encountered, and sampling and analyses for each area
are presented below.
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4.2.1 Fill Area

A total of 18 test pits, designated TPOl through TP18,
were excavated in the fill area at the north end of Plant
2. A grid pattern of excavation locations ~as

established in accordance with USEPA guidance for
screening of unknown fill areas. The test pits were
arranged in an approximate 100 ft. x 100 ft. grid pattern
in order to maximize coverage of the fill area. They
were excavated to depths ranging from 5.5 to 10.0 ft.

Fill was encountered to depths ranging from 2.0 to 6.0
ft. The fill encountered typically consisted of granular
materials (gravel, sand and some silt) with or without
brick, wood, concrete; asphalt, cinders I and scrap metal
in amounts up to approximately 20%. Ash, which typically
contains metals, was encountered in TPOI in the
southeastern corner of the fill area.

The natu~al materials underlying the fill consisted of
lacustrine silt and sand. A 0.2 ft. to 1.0 tt~ thick
layer of dark brown to black organic silt was encountered
in 4 test pits at the upper portion of the lacustrine
deposits. Glacial till was encountered below the
lacustrine deposit, at a depth of 5.0 ft. in TP05/
located at the southwestern portion of the fill a~ea.

4.2.2 Truck Maintenance Area

A total of 3 test pits, designated TP22 through TP24,
were excavated in the truck maintenance area. These test
pits were advanced to a depth ranging f~om 3.5 ft. to 4.0
ft. Fill was encountered to a depth of 1.0 ft. to 1.5
ft. and consisted of granular sand and gravel with
cinders and asphalt.

Lacustrine sand and s'ilt was encountered below the fill.
A 1.0 ft. layer of gravelly sand, interpreted as fluvial
in origin l was observed to be overlying the lacustrine
deposit in TP23.

4.2.3 SPDES outfalls

A total of 10 sediment samples, 5 each from SPDES Outfall
drainage ditches 001 and 002, were collected and
submitted to General Testing Corporation for analysis.
outfall 001 drainage ditch discharges into a ponded area
approximately 500 ft. north of the outfall. Aerial
photos indicate that a continuation of this drainage
ditch, trending east acrmss the site from where it is
currently ponded, previously discharged into the outfall
002 drainage ditch, as shown on Figure 2. This
connecting ditch has since been filled.
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Sediment collected from the Outfall 001 drainage ditch
was mainly composed of organic silt. Cinder and brick
particles were observed in the ponded area. An oily
residue was noted in the sediment samples and oily sheen
formed on the water when sediment was disturbed.

The Outfall 002 drainage ditch discharges into South
Branch of Ley Creek and trends north along the property
boundary. Samples were collected along this drainage
ditch along the Roth Bros. property line. Sediments
consisted of dark brown oil-stained organic silt. A
petroleum-like odor was noted during the sampling event
and an oily sheen formed on the ~ater when the sediment
was disturbed.

4.2.4 Lead Smelt Baghouses

A total of 3 soil samples (LBS-l, LBS-2, LBS-3) was
collected west of the fenceline near the lead smelt
baghouses along the west property boundary. A small pit,
approximately 1 ft. in diameter, was then excavated by
hand using a shovel to a depth of 1~5 ft. The bottom 1.0
ft. of the excavation was sampled for sUbmission to the
laboratory. Soil encountered in this area was co~posed

of granular fill, ~anging from gravelly silt to sandy
gravel (Table II).

4.2.5 Former Substation

One sample (TSS-l) was collected at the site of the
former sUbstation. This sample was obtained from the
gravel fill immediately adjacent to the concrete pad that
served as the old transformer platform. The sample
interval was from 0.5 to 1.0 ft. below ground surface.

4.2.6 Plant 2-southwest Corner

One test pit, designated TP25, was completed in the
southwestern corner of the site, where oil seeps had been
reported along a former drainage ditch. This test pit
was excavated to a depth of 4.0 ft. Granular fill
(gravelly sand) was encountered to a depth of 2.0 ft.
The soil sample was collected from 1.5 to 2.0 ft.
Lacustrine silt and sand was encountered below the fill
at 2.0 ft. Visible evidence of oil-staining was not
apparent in the exposed soil layers at TP25.
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v. CHEMICAL ANALYSES

5-01. SAMPLE LOCATIONS, COLLECTION AND HANDLING

Sample locations are shown on Figure 3. A summary of the test
pit data, including sample numbers and depths, is presented in
Tables I and II.

In the fill area, 12 test pits were randomly preselected for
sample submission to the analytical laboratory using random
number generation to identify test pits which would be sampled
for lab analysis. Random selection by this method is
recommended USEPA procedure for screening of uncontrolled fill
areas as it prevents bias in the sample selection process.
Samples were obtained from the backhoe bucket after excavating
fro~ the desired sampling depth.

In the truck maintenance area and southwest corner of Plant 2,
soil samples were obtained from the backhoe bucket after
excavating from the desired sampling depth. The bottom 0.5 ft.
of the fill layer was selected for sampling.

stream sediment samples were collected from the furthest
down~tream location toward the upstream locations. Samples we~e

collected either directly into the sample jar by holding the jar
so that it faces upstream or by using a shovel to obtain
sediment from deeper areas of the stream.

Samples from the lead smelt baghouse area, the former
substation, the Plant 2 background and the native soil locations
were collected by hand using a shovel. The shovel was
decontaminated between each sample location. Care was taken to
collect the sample from materials which did not come in contact
with the shovel.

Following sample collection, samples were labelled and Chilled
until delivery to General Testing corporation of Rochester, New
York for SUbsequent analyses.

5~02. QA/OC PROCEDURES

A quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) program was
established for field collection and laboratory analyses of
samples obtained at the site.

One field duplicate sample was collected for each of the four
areas and soil/fill types sampled. Field duplicate sample
analytical results are presented in Table III with the site
analytical results. Sample duplicates are as follows:
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o TP12 ~ Fill Area
o TP24 - Truck Maintenance Area
o SDS-l-1B - Outfall 001
o LBS-1B - Lead Smelt Baghollses

Field cleaning blanks (rinsate blanks) were collected using the
same handling techniques as other samples. Deionized water,
supplied by General Testing Corp., was poured over the sampling
implement follo~ing decontamination. Field blanks are used to
assess the potential introduction of contamination during sample
collection and analyses.

Chain-of-custody forms were completed following sample
collection, and the forms accompanied the samples to the

{laboratory. The chain-af-custody forms may be found in Appendix
B along with laboratory reports. Following collection, and
during shipment, the samples were kept chilled in coolers.

5~03. LABORATORY CHEMICAL ANALYSES RESULTS

soil and sediment samples, as well as rinsate blanks, were
sUbmitted to General Testing Corporation for laboTatory
analyses. Each sample was analyzed for the following
paranleters :

o Total Metals (related to Plant 2 operations) - lead,
chromium, cadmium

o To~icity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) Metals 
lead, chromium, cadmium

o Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)
o Grease and Oil

The results of the laboratory analyses are presented in Appendix
A and are summarized on Table III. Concentration criteria were
selected to allow comparison of detected lead, chromium, cadmium
and PCBs. Such criteria are identified as follows:

o TCLP Metals - The USEPA has established concentrations
which may be present in leachate from the TCLP analyses as
a basis for determining characteristically hazardous
material from non-hazardous. The established
concentrations are as follows:

Lead - 5.0 ppm or greater
chromium - 5.0 ppm or greater
Cadmium - 1.0 ppm Dr greater

o Total Metals - The USEPA has not currently established a
total lead standard for soil, however J an action level of
500 ppm has been reported at cleanup sites under NYSDEC
review (14). A 1000 ppm action level has been reported at
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superfund sites, in EPAls biogenetic model, in Center for
Disease Control policy and by the State of Minnesota
(temporary standard) (15). To be conservative and in line
with potenti.al NYSDEC requirements! the 500 ppm
concentration was used as a comparison criteria for total
lead.

For total chromium, the USEPA Health-based criteria of 400
ppm for systemic toxicants was used for comparison (13).

There is currently no recommended USEPA criteria for total
cadlnium.

o ~ - The USEPA has established a range of total PCB
concentrations, based primarily on land use and potential
for human exposure as a basis for comparing PCB data (16).
Concentrations less than 10 ppm total PCB are generally
considered acceptable at most locations. A range between
10 and 25 ppm is the comparison criteria where
residential/commercial land use prevails and 25 ppm (or
lower) is generally acceptable in the industrial areas. As
the site is industrial and surrounded by industrial
businesses I the 25 ppm comparison criteria was selected.

5.3.1 Fill Area

Twelve of the eighteen test pits from the fill area were
randomly selected for subsequent laboratory analyses. Of
these twelve, eight test pits (TP03, TP05, TP06, TP07,
TP08/ TP09 1 TP10, and TPll) had lead (total)
concentrations below 500 ppm. TP01, TP02, TP12 and TP18
had concentrations ranging from 2980 ppm to 25,100 ppm
total lead, above the comparison criteria of 500 ppm.
The highest concentrations were in TPOl (10 / 900 ppm),
TP02 (25,100 ppm) and TP12 (10,400 to 14,300 ppm).

Chromium (total) concentrations for test pits in the fill
area ranged from 13.2 ppm to 282~O ppm. They ~ere below
the USEPA health~based criteria of 400 ppm for systemic
toxicants for soils (13).

Cadmium (total) was detected at concentrations ranging
from 1.48 ppm to 53.8 ppm in the test pits samples
analyzed. There is no health-based criteria for cadmium
in soils.

TCLP analyses of test pit samples resulted in detection
of lead levels, in excess of the USEPA threshold of 5 ppm
in two samples, TP06 and TP07. Cadmium and chromium TCLP
results were all less than the applicable USEPA
thresholds.
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PCB analysis resulted in detection of PCBs at nine
locations, one of which exceeded the USEPA cleanup
criteria of 25 ppm. The detection was at location TP07,
which also has elevated TCLP lead (Table III and Figure
3) •

5.3.2 Truck Maintenance Area

Three soil samples plus one duplicate were collected from
the test pits behind the truck maintenance area and
designated TP-22 through TP-24. Total lead
concentrations from these samples ranged from 1 / 160 ppm
to 8460 ppm, above the 500 ppm criteria. Total chromium
concentrations ranged from 84 to 108 ppm below the EPA
health-based criteria of 400 ppm. Total cadmium
concentrations detected ranged from 14.6 ppm to 63.2 ppm.

TCLP analyses for metals for samples collected from the
maintenance area did not exceed USEPA criteria for TCLP
hazardous characteristic.

oil and grease analyses ranged from 3075 to 22,600 ppm in
the maintenance area. This represents the highest
concentration range of the areas sampled, ~hich is
consistent with the oily staining observed in these area
soils.

5.3.3 SPDES Outfall 001

Five sediment samples (8D5-1-1 through SDS-1-5) were
collected from the drainage ditch at 100 ft. intervals
along the western property boundary. 508-1-1 was the
furthest downstream sample collected: 5DS-1-5 was the
sample nearest the SPDES Outfall 001. Total lead
concentrations ranged from 214 ppm in SDS-l-5 to 5240 ppm
in 5D8-1-3. Three locations had lead concentrations
greater than 500 ppm.

The total chromium detected ranged from 19.7 to 157 ppm.
concentrations detected fall below the EPA health-based
criteria for chromium in soils.

The total cad~ium detected ranged in concentration from
5.19 to 6S.6 ppm.

TCLP analyses of Outfall 001 samples resulted in
detection of lead TCLP results above USEPA criteria at
two locations. Sample SDS-l-1A and SDS-l-1B represent
duplicates; split samples obtained from the same
location. TCLP lead is detected at 36.2 ppm in split lB
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and 17.7 ppm in split lAo This sample location is
located furthest from the out£all source. The second
sample with high TCLP lead was 805-1-5, located near the
outfall source.

Grease and oil results for Outfall 001 ranged from 641 to
5750 ppm.

PCB analytical results ranged from non~detect to 2.350
ppm, below the USEPA 25 ppm comparison criteria.

5.3.4 SPDES outfall 002

Five sediment samples were collected from the drainage
ditch along the Plant 2 eastern property boundary.
508-2-1 through 5D5-2-5 were collected at 150 ft.
intervals, in order J from the furthest downstream
location to the upstream location where Outfall 002 is
located. Total lead concentrations detected ranged from
384 ppm to 2060 ppm.

Total chromium concentrations detected ranged from 11.4
ppm to 22.6 ppm.

Total cadmium was detected at concentrations ranging from
7.9 ppm to 15.5 ppm-

TCLP analyses of these samples did not detect any metals
concentrations in the TCLP leachate above the USEPA
threshold values.

Oil and grease analyses detected concentrations ranging
from 641 to 5750 ppm.

PCB analyses resulted in concentrations ranging from
non-detectable to 1.330 ppm.

5.3.5 Lead Baghouse Area

Three surface soil samples plus one duplicate sample
(LBS-1A and 1B, LBS-2 and LBS-3) were collected along the
west side of the baghouses at the western property
boundary. Total lead concentrations range from 287 ppm
to 4440 ppm. Lead concentrations in the duplicate
samples, lA and lB, were similar at 4300 and 4400 ppm,
respectively, and exceed the comparison criteria.

Total chromium in samples collected from the baghouse
area ranged from 9.63 ppm to 18.9 ppm.
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concentrations for total cadmium detected ranged from 5.7
ppm to 2 , 570 ppm. The sample, LBS-IA had the highest
concentration (2,570 ppm), and the duplicate LBS-1B had a
concentration of 36.5 ppm.

TCLP analyses on the baghollse area samples resulted in
one detected concentration above USEPA thresholds.
Sample LBS-3 yielded a lead TCLP result of 5.070 ppm
which is just above the 5 ppm criteria. This sample was
obtained from a location approximately 75 ft. from the
lead dross shed ..

Grease and oil results ranged from 510 to 2230 ppm in
baghouse samples.

PCB results for the baghouse samples were below the 25
ppm comparison criteria.

5.3.6 Former SUbstation

One sample set TSS-l was collected from the former
sUbstation. No TCLP values exceeded USEPA thresholds.
The grease and oil concentration was elevated (as
compared to the other site samples) at 28,800 ppm;
however l PCB concentrations in the sample were only 0.588
ppm, two orders of magnitude below the USEPA threshold.

5.3.7 Plant 2-Southwest Corner

One soil samp'le (TP-25) was collected from the suspected
oil seep area at the southwest corner of Plant 2. Total
lead and total chromium concentrations of 72.7 ppm and
13.4 ppm, respectively, were reported. Total cadmium was
detected at 1.36 ppm.

TCLP and PCB analyses resulted in detected levels below
applicable USEPA criteria. oil and grease values were
low (166 ppm) compared to other areas sampled at Plant 2.

5.3.8 Background/Native Soil

one background sample (8GB-I) was collected from the
south end of Plant 2. Three native soil samples (NGB~lJ

NGB-2 and NGB-3) were collected from the north end of
Plant 2 at the edge of the wooded area. TCLP and PCB
values were non-detect. oil and grease concentrations
were 270 ppm.
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5~04. DISCUSSION

Metals

Laboratory analytical results from samples collected on Plant 2
property generally indicate the presence of total lead at
elevated concentrations.

The total metal concentrations for cadmium, chromium and lead
have been plotted for the fill area, Outfall 001 and outfall 002
and are shown on Figures 4, 5 and 6. As can be seen from the
graphs, in general there appears to be a correlation between the
relative concentration of metals; that is , the concentrations of
cadmium and chromium tend to rise and fall as the concentration
of lead rises and falls. This is particularly notable in
outfall 002 (Figure 6) and is generally the case for the Plant 2
fill area (Figure 4). However, the correlation does not hold
true for all samples as is demonstrated in outfall 001 (Figure
5). It can be concluded from this that the sources of elevated
metals in the fill area and Outfall 002 are likely similar or
the same.

In order for a sample to fail TCLP analysis the metal of concern
~ust be present in sufficient concentration and in the
appropriate chemical form to allow dissolution and leaching by
the acidic solution used for the TCLP procedure. Although
elevated concentrations were present in most samples, only
selected samples (with relatively low concentrations) ware
leachable by the TCLP procedure.

The concentrations of lead by the TCLP method have been plotted
to see if a correlation e~ists between total lead concentrations
and TCLP lead concentrations. The TCLP plots may be seen on
Figures 7, 8 and 9 for the fill area and Outfal1s 001 and 002,
respectively.

In the fill area, high total lead concentrations were generally
found in TP01, TP02 and TP12. Concentrations exceeding the TCLP
threshold for lead (5.00 ppm) were located in TP06 and TP07. A
similar case may be seen for the Outfalls 001 and 002. In
summary, there does not appear to be a correlation between the
high lead (total) and high TCLP lead values.

It was observed that several of the test pits contained cinders
and soil fill associated with concrete and asphalt. Cinders
typically contain high concentrations of metals, occasionally up
to a percent level. Lead, When contained in cinders is
typically in a silicate oxide form which strongly resists
re-speciation as would be necessary for TCLP leaching. Based on
observations made of test pit soils and fill, it is H&A's
opinion that the elevated metals concentrations are associated,
at least in part, to the type of fill constituents encountered.
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An additional common source of heavy metals in soil and sediment
is deposition and runoff of airborne urban industrial and
automobile emissions. Lead and cadmium are commonly associated
with automobile emissions, and all three metals (lead, cadmium
and chromium) result fro~ industrial sources (13).
Precipitation events and particularly roadway/parking lot snow
melt tend to flush high concentrations of these metals toward
parking lot edges and along drainage swales. It is apparent
that shallow samples from the outfalls and possibly fill area
samples (where associated with asphalt) have metals
concentrations that may have been· influenced by such processes4

oil and Grease

For the grease and oil analyses conducted/ the background/native
soil concentrations ranged from 137 ppm to 1605 ppm. These
concentrations were exceeded in:

o TP18 (5434 ppm) from the fill area:

o LBS-3 (2230 ppm) from the baghouse area;

o the maintenance area (3075-22 1 600 ppm);

o SDS-1-5 (5750 ppm) from the ditch at Outfall 001;

o TSS-l (28,800 ppm) from the former transformer location.

oil sheens or stains were noted at few locations sampled
including the outfalls (001 and 002) I the maintenance area, and
the transformer area. These areas tended to have slightly
higher average oil and grease values than other areas sampled/
corresponding to the observable staining. It should be noted
however I that the gravimetric laboratory analysis detects both
man-made and naturally occurring oils} greases and fats.
Vegetative and animal matter can result in elevated
concentrations where a man-made oil or grease source doesn't
exist. Based on observations of wood and other vegetative
material in some of the areas explored, it is apparent that the
oil and grease results obtained indicate a petroleum oil
presence only in the selected areas described above where oil
staining was evident.

FCB concentrations, where detected t generally did not correspond
to higher oil and grease values. In particular, some of the
highest oil and grease values corresponded to low or
non-detectable PCB concentrations.

Detected PCB concentrations exceeded USEPA criteria at one
location (TP-07) in the fill area. This sample also had a high
TCLP lead value.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the scope of work performed for this investigation, the
following conclusions and recommendations with respect to
potential occurrence of oil and hazardous materials at this site
have been made:

Maintenance Area ~ Oil stained soils were observed in several
areas on the ground surface and in test pits. oil and grease
concentrations detected in this area were, on the average,
higher than other areas explored. The stained soils did not
have PCB concentrations in excess of USEPA criteria therefore
they would likely be classified as a non-hazardous solid waste,

i provided they don1t fail an ignitability analysis. This
investigation was not intended to evaluate presence of petroleum
on groundwater; based on H&A' S observations this possibility
exists.

It is therefore recommended that two to three shallow borings be
placed in this area to evaluate depth of staining. If petroleum
appears to exist into water saturated materials the borings
shoUld be converted to wells to evaluate product thickness and
possible extent. If removal of stained soils is desired by
Roth, then disposal at a NYSDEC permitted sanitary landfill
should be possible.

SUbstation Area - Although oil stains were evident in this area
and detected oil and grease values were relatively high, the
sample obtained from the stained area did not have PCB
concentrations in excess of USEPA criteria. No further
recommendations are made for this area.

Fill Area ~ Sampling to date has detected elevated
concentrations of lead although it is apparent from TCLP
analyses performed that there is no correlation between high
total lead levels and leachability. Only leachable lead was
detected in an area of the fill approximately 150 x 250 ± ft. in
size, located northeast of Plant 2. It is apparent that the
lead detected through TCLP analyses is likely related to an
industrial source, as industrially derived lead, which has not
Te-speciated to a stable carbonate (or other) form and tends to
be more soluble than natural forms or re-speciated forms of
lead. .

It was noted in review of aerial photos that additional fill,
which was not explored in this investigation, may be present
beneath the pavement north of Plant 2.
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Based on the above findings, it is recommended that the grid
e~ploration program be e~tended south into the current paved
area. Sampling should be performed on a similar grid with
random sample selection. sampling should also be repeated in
some already-explored areas to allow sample comparison for total
and leachable lead. Review of chemical properties at baghouse
dust with Roth Bros. personnel will be necessary to develop a
method to distinguish industrial/leachable lead in samples from
'natural or stable re-speciated forms.

Leachable (or soluble) lead may be sUbject to migration to site
groundwater. Therefore, to determine if groundwater has been
affected, 3 to 4 of the borings in the grid should be converted
to groundwater monitoring wells and sampled for lead (total and
soluble), related metals, and PCBs. One to two of these ~el1s

would be best located in the area currently known to have high
TCLP values (near TP-07).

Baghollse/Outfall DOl/Dross Area - As with the fill area total
lead concent~ations were elevated, however this again bore no
relationship to TCLP leaqhability. It is notable that the
nearest outfall 001 sample also contained a high lead TCLP, and
that historically this outfall received drainage f~om a
north-south oriented ditch that ran past the baghouse area. It
is apparent, therefore I that leachable lead results for this
area are likely related to a common or similar source(s).

It is recommended that a grid sampling program be established
for this area, similar to the Plant 2 fill area. Intent of the
program would be further determination of apparent source
area(s) and its (their) extent. Sample selection, analyses and
installation of groundwater wells would be performed in a manner
similar to the fill area.

Summary - In summary, two occurrences of oil and hazardous
materials were identified during this investigation. oil
stained soils in the maintenance area appear to constitute a
solid waste. Presence of oil on groundwater is currently
unknown but may be evaluated with implementation of the
recommendations described above.

Fill and sediment which appears to be characteristically
hazardous by TCLP lead criteria and/or the presence of PCBs
above 25 ppm is present in two areas of the plant. Additional
evaluation is required to better determine the source(s)/
apparent extent and whether groundwater has been affected.
Again, recommendations are provided above to initiata such
evaluation.

vbd33

-23 .....

FOIL204106



.--.,
REFERENCES

1. H&A of New York personal communication with Mr. Neal
Schwartz, General Manager, Roth Bros., 20 August 1990.

2. H&A of New York review of photographs from Roth Bros.
Smelting Corp. offices, 23 August 1990.

3. "The Roth Report ll , Roth Bros. Smelting Corp., Fall 1987.

4. H&A of New York review of aerial photographs for 1978, U.S.
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service I

onondaga County, 23 August 1990.

5. H&A of New York review of aerial photographs for 1966, U.S.
Soil Conservation Service, onondaga County, 23 August 1990.

6. H&A of New York review of aerial photographs for 1981 and
1985, onondaga County Planning Department, 23 August 1990.

7. H&A of Ne~ York review of aerial photographs for 1959,
Onondaga county Department of Transportation, 23 August
1990.

8. fllnactive Hazardous Waste Disposal Sites in New York
statell, New York state Department of Environmental
Conservation, Volume 7, April 19990.

9. H&A of New York personal communication with Mr. Frank MyeT,
Plant Engineer, Roth Bros., 21 August 1990.

10. "Geologic Map of New York - Fingerlakes Sheet", NYS Museum
and Science Service, 1970.

11. "Surficial Geologic Map of New York - Fingerlakes Sheet",
NYS Geological Survey. 1986.

12. H&A of New York telephone conversation with Mr. Neal
schwartz, General Manager, Roth Bros. Smelting Corp., 12
September 1990.

13. ItHealth and Environmental Assessment", USEPA ReRA Facility
Investigation Guidance, Volume I of IV, EPA 530/SW-87-001A,
July 1987, section 8, Interim Final[ revised May 1989.

14. H&A of New York telephone conversation with Mr. Robert
Hall, Bureau of Eastern Remedial Action, Division of
Hazardous Waste Remediation, NYSDEC, 1 March 1991.

-24-

FOIL204107



'-',

15 ..

16.

REFERENCES
(can't) .

"The Nature and Extent of Lead Poisoning in Children in the
United states: A Report to Congress", Agency for Toxic
SUbstances and Disease Registry, U.S. Dept. of Health and
Human services, July 1988.

PCB Spill Cleanup Policy, EPA 40 CFR, Part 761, 1987.

-25-

FOIL204108



ROTH BROS. SMELTING CORPORATION

SUMMARY PACKET

NYSDEC MEETING 30 MAY 1991

FOIL204109



~1C;lJRE 1

d
zw USGS
~ PROJECT LOCUS

C:KHA;;;~;A;eeTT;;ee------------_::~:~_L~~::'~~~~~~~':""_--~~~~-_~~~~JSCALE; 1 INA" 2000 Fi' . MAY 1991

o
V
I

It)
fa,..
o

"'"

FOIL204110



TABLE I
ROTH BAOS. SMELTING CORP.

SUMMARY OF SAMPLE COLLECTION
(Page 1 oJ 2)

lOCAiION t;XPLOFlATION ALI. son. DUPLICATE ~ETAl-S. "'--83 l1:AO TOTAt..oAG. CATIO~~

NUMBER DEPlii (Fr.) SAAlPLE ANALYses ISOTope cAAeON EXCH CAF'ACITY
PAVED ALL AREA B201 0-3.0 X X ~

B2Q2 0-3.4 X X
6203 0-:3.2
8204 0--3.3

8205 0-4.' X x
!2Ot' ~.1 )( X
6207 0-30
8208 Nc
B.209 o-3.S X X
B210 ~.o X x X
8211 0-2.0
f:l212 0-..1.1 X X
B213 0-2..5 X X
B~14 0-2.8 x ~

B21S 0-2.8 x X x :x x
eZ18 0-3,0 x x
a217 0-2.5 x X x x X
B218 ~.5 X X
8219 0-2.0 X X

6220 0-2.7 X X X
B221 0-2.:1 X X
B222 0-2.1

B22.3 0-2.7 X X
e~24 0-3.0
8225 0-3.0 X X
S225 0-2.5 :x x
B2(!7 NE
6228 0-1,:2 X X X X X
&1229 0-3.5 X X
8230 0-..1.0

B2"J1 0-3.3 X X
823:'. 0-2.6
8233 0-2..7 x X
8234 Q-5..0·· X X
B2M ~.4

8236 0-2.4

8237 0-4.8 X x
6233- 0-3.2 X }(

B2sg 0 ..5.1 X X
8240 NE
e!41 0---9.0 x X

8242 0-5.0··
B243 0-5.2 X X
S24.a1 0-6.0

S245 0-3.5 X X
8248 0--4.3 X X
8247 0-3.5 X x
B243 0-2.0

B24~ 0-2.0

B:50 o-~,s X X

8251 0-.3.0 X X
BZ52 0-6.5 X X

ez:n-ovi 0-0.5

C".I
.q-
1 '
~

eo
~

0
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TABLE r

Rom BROS. SMELTING CORP.
SUMMARY OF SAMPLE COLLECTION

(Page 2 ot2)

LOCATION BORING ALl. SOIL DUPUCATI: MeTALS. PC8s LEAD TOTALOAG, CATION
NUMBER D~Pn1 (FT'.) SAMPLE ANA1.YSC:S ISOTOPE CARBON EXCH CA~N;rry

BAGHOUSE AREA B253 Nc X X X
82£;4 NE x X
92.55 NE
8256 0-7.&

B257 Nc
8258 0-2.3

B25S 0-3,0
B2SO 0-2.0 X X
El261 0-2.0

B~e2 0-2.1

6.263 ~l.S X X X
6264 0-1,8 X X X
£1265 0-2,3 X X
B~ 0-1.3 X x :fa
6287 NE
132M Q-3,O X X
e259 O-~.4 x x
e270 Nt:
~71 0-3.0

6~72 O-~.a X x
8275-0\;" 0-5.3 X 'X

827..; 0-1.&

8275 0-2.5 x x
6276 0-3,~ X X

FlI.LAREA B278-oW 0-.3.0 x x
B21rJ-OW 0-2.0

8280-0\" 0-1.0

SOUTH\'1eST END OF 62S1...o't'J 0-2.2
PLAN,. ~

LS5-3 ARE:.A 8282 ~~.o·" x X X X
B283 0-2.0·· X X
B284 0-2.Q"· X X X X
82SS 0-4.2·· X X

NEAR OUTFALL 001 S2ae-o\"1 0-0.5

M.AfNTENANCE AREA B~37-oY.' NE
82'9S NE
S2S9 0-3.5

6290-0'1/ 0-2.3

TRelCHES IN Frl.L. .TP201 0-1.5 X x x :>.:

AREA TP20~ 0-3.S X X X X

sToAM SEVIER S05-1-6 X x x
DrSCHAAGE • S05-1-7 X x X

S08--1-8 X X X

~
1. -ow indicates observation wen instalJed in completed botehole.

N 2. See APpendix A for Test 80C'ing Reports.
~ 3. See Tables III and IV 10r summalY of 1aboratory analytical (esul[s.r
Ln 4. • Indicates sampl$ collected from stO(lfl sewer manholes.co

S. NE a rill was not encountered in the ~pJoration.--4

0 6, •• Indicates bottom of Jill was not encountered durino e:cpIQt,alion. edh\701B.5-42\samp~I'

0
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LOCAnoN

TABLE II
ROTH BROS. SMELTING CORP9

LEAD ISOTOPE SAMPLE SUMMARY

SAMPlE LEAD
NUMBER CONCEHTF1AllON

RafARKS

PAVED FlLL ....RaA

NATlVE SOIL

LEAO OUST COMPOSITE

STACK SAMPLE

8215 eL.--O PPM ORIGINAL SAMPL,.E. pH 8,7
B215 i'.88 PPM LEACHATE. pH<2
B217 33.4 PPM ORlGINAl SAMPLE. pH g.4
8217 NO I...EACHA,Il; ~H<l
8220 3740 PPM ORIGINAL SAMPLE, ~H a.~

B220 O.'79~PM LEACHATE. pH<2
B22. 10300 PPM ORJGINAl. SAMPLe. pH 9.5
B22S 29.2 PpM lEACl-\ATE, pHd

NBB-1 t)PPM ORIG!NAl SAMPL.e
NGB-2 1SPPM ORIGINAL SAMPLE

LDC-1 appro;(.2O% lEAD DUST COLLECTED FROM HAL. V/,A.STE STORAGe BINS
IN fjAGHOUSE ALONG weST PROPERTY BOUNOARY,

STACKf1 NAV SfACK SAMPL.eS WERE COLlECTEO BY UPSTATE LABo AATOFlY
STACK 12 N~V ON G~SSFIseR FILTERS WITH It. 99.51e~ COLLECTION
SJAOK'3 NAV EFFJct~NCY DOWN TO PARTICLE SIZE or: 0.3 MtCRONS.
STAOK'. NAV
STACKi5 NAV

Fil.TEA SLAN J( NAV BLANK FOR QUAUTY CONTROL

d:
z
W
...J

ll..

1. NAV - Oilt« not aavallabJe.
2_ PPM. P~tt por million.
3. See lable V lor lead i~ot¢9tcanalYM$ di'th'l: see Figure 5 tor plOf or da.ta.,

H & A OF NEW YORK
ROCH~STER. N~W YORK
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TAa~t; III
ROTH BROS. SMELTING CORP.

PLANT 2

SUMMARY OF LABORATORY ANALYTICAL DATA
SOIUFILL SAMPLES

(p~91 0!2)

I

LOCATION SAMPLe OEPTH J".C.AD Le.t.o PeS PeS PCB PCB PCB PCB pH I 1 I
NOp 'N R:J:r TOTAL yeLP 1232 1242 1248 1254 1260 TOTAL VAlUE, TOO ICEe

PAVED FILL AREA B201-StA 0..9-2.9 105 0.372 NO NO 16.-4 NO NO 16.4 6.2

NOATH OF PLAHT 2 B2Ql-SiS 0.9-2.9 83.2 0.481 NO NO 23.t NO NO 23.9 7.4-

e202-S, 1.0-3.0 575 t 1.49 NO NO 8.2.7 NO NO f 82-7 9.2

a205-S, '.0-3.0 131 0.226 NO "10 13.5 NO NO 13.5 8.3

8206-S1 1.0-3,0 2240 1 NO NO NO 20.6 ND NO 20.6 8.9

a20~ 1.~3.0 302 0.383 NO NO 1.4 NO NO 1.40 9.0

Ei210-S1A 1,,5-3.5 5S1 ] 2.35 NO NO NO 3.70 NO 3.70 6.8 I8210-518' 1.5-3.5 6940 J 2.46 NO NO NO 3.73 NO 3.73 a.9

S21~-S1 1.0-3.0 5.90 NO ND NO oOts I'JO NO 0.025 9.5 I

B2t3-S1 1.0..3.0 35.3 NO NO NO 0.026 0.1.46 NO 0.172 8.7 1
Ei21-4-S1 1.0-3.0 231 NO NO NO 0.071 0,131 NO 0.202 8.9 I
a21~S1 1.0-3.0 6220 1 7.Sa NO 0.550 NO 0.760 NO 1.31 9,7 1.47 (..14 I

8216-51 1.0-3.0 366 2.92 4.23 NO NO t.44 NO 5.67 S.4 !
B217-S1 1.0-3.0 33.4- NO NO NO NO O.23S NO 0238 9.4- 2.38 1$.1 i
B21S-S1 1.~3..0 124 4.54 NO ND 1.09 1.53 NO ~t42 8.3~ i
S219-S, 1.0-3.0 2370 I 7-S2 NO NO NO ~~ NO j 60,,3 9.0 I
8220-$1 t.o-~.o -3740 I 0.790 NO NO 15.2 16 NO t 31.2 9.3 i I822i-S1 1.0-3.0 98,9 ND NO NO ND f'JO NO 0 8.9

8223-51 1.0-3.0 58.7 NO NO NO 1$,5 NO NO 16.5 8~
I I

B225-S1 1.0-3.0 9730 1 NO ~.64 NO NO 2.37 NO 6,01 9.0
~ i
I

;

e22e-S1 1.0-3.0 314 2.11 NO ND o.r...a 1,10 NO 1.64 8.7 I

B22S-S1 1,5-2.5 10300 i 29.2 NO He o.~~ 0)571 NO 1.QJ $.5 1.43 ! lZ.~ !
8229-S1 ! i

1.0-3.0 156 0.730 NO NO 735 '.llS NO 8.4(1 10.1 l

8231-$1 1.0-3.0 29,9 0.'95 NO NO 0.580 0,070 NO 0650 10.0 i I
B233....S1 1.0-3.0 250 1.13 2.3a NO NO 1.'81 NO 4.19 8.7

I I !
B~34-S1 1.0-3.0 54.3 f 11.0 0.23$ NO NO 0.030 NO 0.266 7.9 i j

1

e237-S, 1,0-3.0 19$ NO NO NO 0.512 0.$.;3 NO , .16 7.15

I I !
S'i3S-S1 1.0-3.0 1eo NO NO NO 1..21 0.3$9 NO 1.6a 6.9 i ,
823$-$1 1.0-J.O 31,4 NO NO ND ND 0.027 NO 0.027 6.4 i 1
B239-~ ~.O-5.0 1280 I 21.6 NO NO 0.8.94 0.7$1 NO ,.~s 7,2

BZtl.1-$1 0.5-2.5 NO 0.160 NO NO NO NO ND 0,0 g.75 ! i

l B2~Sl 1.~3.0 40000 I NO NO NO O.Sl'4 NO NO o i;ij4 $.a5
I 1

I !824S-S2 3.0-5.0 56500 I 50.7 NO NO ..i.S7 NO NO ~.97 11.5 i

I B24S-S1 I ,,0...3.0 14700 ! NO NO NO 1.05 NO NO 1.05 1:),4- i 1

I
~

B250..S' 0.0-2.0 15000 I 28.0 NO NO 1.32 3.i2 NO 5,'4 9.55
J !

,;

I! S!251-S1 3S7Q l 28.0
i i I

o.o-~ 0 NO NO $,00 3.63 NO 9.63 9,2

i I

e252-S1 I 0.0-2:.0 147 NO NO NO ,a.s NO NO 19.8 11.~ ;
.--, \

i i
iCOMPARISON CRITE:AJA (2) 500 5.00 25 !

,

II..-- H & A OF NEW YORK
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TABLE II!
ROTH BROS. SMELTING CORP.

PLANT 2

SUMMARY OF LA80RATORY ANAL'(iICAl DATA
SOIUFILl SAMPLES

(Page 2 (12)

V~~EITOC ICEC I

5.30

I
1

I
10..2 l

10,4 L

10.1

8.5
7.0
6.2
$.7

8.8

8.3

7.8
8.2
8.9

8.65

6.9 Is.s
7,05

10.18
g,e

8.4.

.552

.517

.060

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

.980

.0iS

.306
0.0

1.-40:2

_9"~

.133

.031

4.95

0.0

.267

PCB
TorAL

NO
NO

NO

NO
NO
NO

"'0
ND

NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
ND
NO

NO
ND
NO

PCB
1260

peS
1.254

NO
ND
ND

0.980

0.076
0.285

NO
0.6$1

O.sg3
0.13$

0.031

4.95
NO

0.267

O.5.5~

0.517

0.060

NO

PCB
1248
NO
NO

NO
NO

NO
O.O~1

t~D

0.71 ,

0.330

NO
NO
ND
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO

~~D

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
ND
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

PCB
12(2

NO
NO
NO
NO

ND

NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
ND

NO
NO
NO

NO

NO
NO

NO

PCB
1~

NO

ND
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO

l..eAD
TCLP

NO
63.2

NO
30.0
e-1.0
ND

36.3

33.0

34.8

16.0

NO
4.4.6

33.0
17.7

~I
152

350

29SOO I

lEAD
TOT~

LO-3.Q
1,0-3.0

3.0-5.0
1.()....3.0
1.0-3.0
1.0-3.0
1.~3.0

3.0-5.0

0.5-2.5

O.~2.5

0.5-2.5

0.5-2.5

Cl.$-2.5
1..0-3.0

1.0-3.0

1.0-~.O

1.0-3.0
1.0-3.0

DePTH
IN FEET

SAMPl.E
,..o~

8253-$1
B254-S1
B254-~

S2~S1J..

B!60-S1B
B263-S1A
B263....S1el
B2S3-S2
B2&a-S1

B2B5-S1
8256-51
Bie8-Sl
B:!6Q-S't

B212-S1
S2?3-S1

e274-51

S275-S1
B27&-S1

LOCATION

BAGHOUSI:JSCAAP
STORAGE AAEA

a.797.6

7.$!i

•.2

a.75

10.~

B.15

8.55

7.2

10.35

2S

7.1$

3.19

40.1
1.25

NO

NO

ND j"-----...
NO

NO ~3
NO r Zl.7
ND .067

NO t 29.4
NO 1.62

NO • 164

ND
NO
NO

NO
I'JD

NO

NO
NO
NO

o.aO:i

7.13

3.'9
40.1

0 ..247

72.3

27.1

0.067

23.4
,.g~

1~4

NO
ND
NO

NO
NO
~JD

NO

ND
NO
NO

ND

NO

NO

ND

ND

ND
ND

NO
NO

NO

5.00500

'20 NO
NO NO

SgJ t 4.35
42.0 NO

348 I 5.40

102 1 5.05

1850 } 12.2
2650 I 22.7
1530 I 14.:l

3740 ; 21,,0

0-2.0

0-2.0

C>-2.0

0...4,0

0-0.3

0-0,3

0-0.3

0-2.0

2.0-4.0

4.0-6.0

1..5r-w2.5

2.5-3.0

2.$-3.0

SDS-1-.G
SOS-1-7

S05-1-3

Bi32-$l

8203-51

B23-1",Sl

S2a5-S1

S278-S1

8278-S2
B27S-S3
TP201-J1
TP20 1"""2

TP202-.J1

FIl.l.AREA

s10RM SEWER

DJSC~GE

COMPARISON CRrTEA.lA (~

!
1.40 ; ~ 10

i 0 ~.,~ ...
f N ~ w ....o

8.9 i I
t
• 1.37 !" 6.00

!
! '0 4 I 6"6

I . ~ I ."
25500 I 157 NO NO 9.20 NO 1.72 10,~~ 8.9 J~' ~5 ~
357oo} 74.5 NO NO 10.3 NO 1.~ 11.95 '0.7 t 7.23 i
41500 I 135 N~ NO 1.78 ND a.so 4.5S 7.55! 11.5 !......- ...-----.......----+-----.........-~-4------------------- ....-----.;.--~--i

I

edh;70 la5-42\1abdal~

.~
,. COflcentratlons ~preS3ed in parts per million (ppm). See aJso no!e 7.
2. Concettttations which are outlined exCeed comparison criteria.

Comparison critefia consist of: 1) Superfund Record ot Decision: United ~(ap L~ad. OH (Sept. 1988): , 987)
2) EPA Aegufatory Leve~s tor Toxicity cnaracteristics ConstituentS: and 3) EPA 40 C~A Part 761 PCS Spill

Cleanup Poucy 1981_
:3. NO indicates analyte not detected above laboratory detaction limits.

4. TelP: Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
5. TOe: TOlaJ Organic Carbon. AnalySes parformed on subset Of 10 samples.
6. PCB Total; Sum total of PCBS detected.
1. CEe: cation ExChange capacity. Analyses only ~rforrned Ofa subset o! 10 samples. Concentf3tions expressed

in millr~uivaJ~t~ pet 100 o,ams (mt.~J100 g).

~11I i
Lf"\'
eJ:) I

.--.
o,..... .
. ~

~I
~l
LL ~__ H & A OF NEW YORK
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TA.DlE1V"
Roni 13nos. s~,ELT4HG CORP..

PLANT 2

SUMrMny OF LJwDORA.TORV "",ALYllC:Al.DalLTA
GflOUNDWATERSAMPLES

WAlER QIJ~LnYCf'1ITEAlI\
TOOS1.1.1 etli'iO'A 10fiYCRn

....til..r40. B213-o\\' UUT-OYI ll2n-ON 11.2'6-00· 112~·a.·,," 0279·('1" BWJ-CtN U~I-OY'I B2b5pO'i' El2D1pOW D200-DW D29L-O'H om-ON 82t3-ON CI.J\SSGA PMfTNJ.i P,\J\lS

OUPUC1.TE rfO'IJllart ~O'~JJ""'" DUPLICATE aN ' ~STDS. tNlSTDS.
/llUJ..It~UM TOr.a.t 1•.fb 1.DS "O.l il'I'/~22 fI..~I)Iiio 1li.7 2~.B ~.20 Do jI() 1.~7 11.0 21.1 5.10 '7.7

01SS. ...0 ND NO 1J'.~e 10.22 20.0' :l.51 :J.Df 0.1\ r4D un 0.120 t~D NO NO ND t,~V t~~V t~"V

CAI.CIUM TOTAL -«1 in 111 IBOl~.2 -t"'~f22.9 ~.6 11t 11fl :JS1o ..2G ~1I 177 98.2 '2:1-
VISS. U8 90:1.0 NO ~&4/19.e :J~-4 lAS ~n.s 91_41 1~:1 :lIt "'64 255 9i.1 65.:J "/0.5 rf."'i rotA'" UAV

IROf'~ 10TAL I 15.9 J ~.S 1 5(.1 1 mrlQo.2 I ~:J.' /55.1 I .. ·4.7 1 23.1 I :J..cO I 1.1J 1 1.01 I 2J.5 I 662 ~ 18.5 1 U.8
OI5.S. G.165..t'-'-' I'l1)JMl (J.l~1 JMl O.515i JMI r 1),225 I :;)!U)J',Q I ~.1S I '9..fa I NOJ'-\'I NOJMI rroJMl t~D .A'.~ -10.825 _"'I I o..01Ij G.1.:& W) (I.mTS 0.300 C.»:J(A)

P01'A:SSlU.'A lOTi\!. ".$ 1C'.(1 13.9 41.4lllJ.-n toll.l/f.:JO 1." 9.80 5-..$2 lS.~ &.15 12." t.t7 B.« 5.U
OISS. 9..11 l$.i 1,415 1.4GI ~~94 5.04/ ••13 ~.4Y.I 0.290 3_~' Hl.1J 5.041 oII.·n 1.11 2.31 3..10 HA'" Nit.., mv

LeAO TOTAL I'm Nil U~LL=:iO~/D~11 I ()'~ lo.2'Ja I 0-2J2~ r~O NO NO r4'O ~.D" 1 o.~68 I O.2fJ2 , <t.D2GS
J)ISS. tm t40 r~o Imlr~D 0.1171 0.0142 I).C·lYI NO tm NO ND t~D r~D NO HD G.025Ta G.D-25 It.CJ50

real t~D NO ~o 2.1lI."iNI> NO 'tID riD NO r~[) rflJ t~D I~O r40 ND t~D IUJOO,1So o.QI.."Q1

fT~4Jt (fall) (T D112 (!alJ~'(O:'1.) (!oIJ':lIi~Di" ) l~~!I~~.!!L......J!~~OfiJfJ iTcI~l. (CISI.) (0151.) ~OlSlS.}

"ET. H'tDn~FWOH (IIV rUt. '.Il t~ ... m "" "~I\. N,. t,,,, ,." ND -4.5Z I~'" r.... NA
PET, JiYCf1.OCNWON (DC) NA Hit. Nr'. HI\ r,,, t~1\ rM t~ .... r~" NA NO tv. NA NA

"Ii {""Dr Dl:h"tt.. t.t.19ro I) 6..(1) 1~ N... a-~ J.9 r~... rUt 7.! 1.:1 1'.' 1.2 1.8 D.l ,.~

COffOUrrflVOY C"2:h~t. SlCO 13SO rv. :J2()J 5100 r~", NA ~1~ lfGO- ~~N 2100 150-. 1'i(4) 102(1

TS..PcnATUfl£ lC. - 1J2.4n•• B..&J 2....2 Nil 20.G 1-4 r.rA N.... :2~.J 21.9 17.:1 '2.3 NI\ ~" rtA

liOI.E:t

1.. C'oocllnlrl!loRl ..prasJ.M In palLJ pet rnJllaR. (ppm).
2. Ccncenln.1J:H\.s lrnl:h Ir. QUllln~..celld wit_ qU3ll, Clllolla.
:J.. rro Incllcl.D5 Inl11l1 nDI4Ie1&ClN .KH• •,lJol.a.L(W'r d'tLKllon Imhs.
.c. 1.5.1005 1.. '.1 ~and&Jd.SDD .t~DI' 1.
$. Cit) Tel..I«f"J:enlrlJ.<.n. Dillon ~rvJ 'Au,,11"4S8 ShQu~:I fl~ ...cooo SQO uc>'{O.500 (1pm~

G. kU••V • ();ll,a nol ~,,~IIJt....
1. W.lfJr ~'AI"r cr.... roli r.I..,nDts:

100& I. t.l: NYSDEC CirMioft or WiIIl8rTKhnlea£ Ind ~atJMa1O'AArt:1lI SII'IIll! (1.1.Il,
~.Ambia", W~., OUIIll., S,a-'ldards,n3 Quklarr:4 Va...•.... jlIp'1I1. 19'8'. rn'SOEC Mtmorzotum.

IftCRA, TilJa 6. ChapolOl X. ·'1I.'or OuaH., AoUul~ratS • Surl~ WMOI Ind a,ound"~lurCliJs.~m:Jllons

and ~U,jlld·, PU11'D'. P.II'j'f'lph l\13'~1 U'fSOCC. rlall'f,lld '.l:trtJl 3'. t!JUQ.
fi"YC:fU\. TtiJll 10, PIA 5....~.IIl)flS~~ D,lnklng W.lur SU~IDS·,NVSDO....

a T"".,t la~1QS "'ou,. nUl ht:8'OO and co~a."M¢ IiBd-iTwnL IXslci.-..J totu.~JI~I..
lItt3rG1l'1k11111811d.

9. JMI • IfMJko4llU ttI ..llmJt1N valua dUG III "'1I'a.. spl•• andlcf mllllhc Iplke dlJ$lkal.
oulSkie conJrolllmlls.. ',blr14 InIQlktronc.lu'P&Clod~ rl\'llt 11111111" sllll."~Ctept.b!f.

1(). N....... ImJintm J.lm"'Q .nol In;a..'lyled.
11. III I and CDnduclMlr ~n~lrIDd GIl t9I Ji!nUIII't 199. by 1flA at ft.ew Vor\ penonnGI.
n. ". IlItllclllDJ IJrQft wa "-'Inplod <Julln~ lytl)~I. 03131 pr6JenlGd 1hO'J\'$ IMlJI:1

Ir(WII bell .... eYonlL

l)jh;J'Ol{6·"2'QtllI~OI

...."C':-,::.~=...~";Ii;"""~~ -....:.a .....-z.~:t.~ C!. ,FOIL204116




